R I,

05/04707 09:23 FAX 909 736 2496 PUBL;C WORKS dooz

PW-016-07
Construction Genera] '

Permit — Stormwater
Deadline: 5/4/07 Spm

OFFICE OF: PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

(951) 275-3525 P.O. BOX 940, CORONA, CALIFORNIA 92878-0940

(851) 736-2496 (FAX) ' CORONA CITY HALL - ONLINE, ALL THE TIME {http:/fwww.discovereorona.com)
- Tomk@ci.corena,ca.us

May 3, 2007 | | | D EGE |V E

MAY -4 2007
Ms. Song Her
Clerk of the Board ‘
State Water Resources Control Board | SWRCB EXECUTIVE

1001 | Street, 24" Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Preliminary Draft National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General
Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity

Dear Ms. Her:

The City of Corona would like to take this opportunity to provide comments on the Preliminary
Draft General NPDES Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity
(Preliminary Draft Permit) as released on March 2, 2007. The City of Corona is a Co-Permittee
under the Phase | Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) NPDES Permit issued by
the Santa Ana Region- Regional Water Quality Contro! Board, Order No. R8-2002-0011, to the
Riverside County Flood Control and Watar Conservation District (District), the County of
Riverside, and the incorporated cities of Riverside County within the Santa Ana River basin.
The City of Corona hias been regulated under a Phase | MS4 Permit since July 13, 1890. While
we concur with Preliminary Draft Permit comments submitted by the District under separate
cover, the City wishes to reverberate some of the pressing issues addressed in their letter as
well as identify additional concerns for the City.

The City of Corona is concerned that the State Water Rescurces Control Board (SWRCB) is
proposing to significantly increase General Construction Permit compliance requirements
without ensuring adequate resources at the Regional Board level to enforce these
requirements, and as a resuit pass the burden of enforcement onto municipalities. Under the
current General Construction Permit, developers are submitting Perrnit fees to the SWRCB, yet
Regional Boards often do not inspect a site unless complaint driven or given referrals from a
local agency. There is little incentive for a builder to develop and implement an adequate
SWPFP when the enforcing agency is not likely to view them. The City, however, is required in

- its MS4 Permit to inspect construction sites based on priority as often as every two weeks ang
bring sites into compliance with our grading ordinances and their approved erosion control
plans. Effectively, we become the envorcing agency, yet we do not collect the FPermit fees, nor
are we mandated to ensure developers are in compliance with their SWPPPs. With the new
action plans, additional sampling, and enhanced minimum BMPs as proposed in the Preliminary
Draft Permit, we strongly believe that the State should ensure that adequate resources are
allocated or transfer the fee collection to local agencies so that we can recoup the costs for
inspection and enforcement. '

G:\Lettersitetiers 2007\PWQ1807.doc




ARt )

i 4T LA et




